50	STAGES IN AN ACTION
of the lexfori. This is where the only possible lex causae is either
the law of country X or the law of country T and both these
laws classify the question in the same manner, though in a man-
ner different from that usual in English law.1
Examples^   Illustrations may now be given to show how various causes
Ofcc3of action have been classified by English judges.
Whether In the case of In re Martin^ Loustalan Vj Loustalan:2
matrSio^ §) A spinster, after making a will, marriecTa man domiciled in England
niaior and subsequently died domiciled in France. By English internal law
testa" a will is revoked by marriage, but this is not so under French law.
In order to decide whether the will was revoked it was
necessary to decide whether this was a matrimonial or a testa-
mentary question, for upon this depended whether the lex
causae was English or French. Vaughan-Williams L.J. in the
Court of Appeal held that the question fell into the category
of matrimonial law.
whether In another case:
A man died domiciled in Ontario^ entitled to a large block of shares
in an English company. The question was whether the English adminis-
trators must sell these shares immediately, as was required by the law
of Ontario, or whether, as they desired, they could avail themselves of
English law and postpone the sale until a more favourable moment. 3
It was necessary, therefore, to determine whether the time at
which such a sale must be held is a matter that concerns suc-
cession or the administration of assets. If the former it is
governed by the lex domidlii of the owner at the time of his
death, but if the latter, it is regulated by the law of the place
where the assets are situated. Farwell J. treated it as a matter of
administration and therefore applied English law.
Bequest or In an earlier case:
^> a man domiciled in Russia but resident in London, made a dis-
position of movables situated in England to take effect in favour of
a certain lady, but only in the event of his death. By English law it
constituted an effective donatio mortis causae and was valid; by Russian
law it was void.-*
1 Robertson, op. cit., pp. 76-78; 20 Columbia Law Review, 281515 B.T.BJ.L.
62.	*   [1900] P. 211.
* In re Wilks, [1935] Ck 645; 17 B.Y.B.LL. 214-15; In re Kthr, [1952]
Ch. 26.
4 In re Korvine's Trusts, [1921] I Ch. 343. See also the New Hampshire
decision in Emery v. dough (1885), 63 N.H. cited Robertson, op. cit., p. 185.

